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Abstract
The modern work environment is characterized by continuous changes involving
mergers, acquisitions, downsizing, and organizational restructuring. To persevere in this
context, employees are now implicitly required to demonstrate more proactivity when
carrying out their job functions. Although proactive work behaviors seem to predict
career and organizational achievement, relatively little research has examined the
underlying process that stimulates such behaviors in employees. The present research
addressed this gap by testing the hypothesis that the positive relationship between
successful completion of an outdoor adventure training (OA) program and future
proactive work behaviors is mediated by a person’s self-efficacy. Two studies were
conducted; Study 1 was cross-sectional and retrospective in nature while Study 2 used a
repeated measures design to draw causal inferences. Both studies showed partial support
for the proposed hypothesis.
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Outdoor Adventures, Self-Efficacy, and Proactive Work Behaviors
As organizational structures become increasingly decentralized and highly
dynamic, employee initiative has become an essential determinant of organizational and
individual success (Crant, 2000). This new self-directed work environment emphasizes
proactive behaviors as an individual’s responsibility to succeed at multiple levels within
an organization. Careers that rely on self-management and role flexibility characterize the
individual employee as a free agent who must be proactive in his/her search for training,
development, and feedback (Arthur & Rousseau, 1996). In this context, understanding
the antecedents of proactive work behaviors is crucial for predicting which people will be
motivated toward learning and actively engaging in their development. These employees
are expected to prosper in a changing work environment, contribute to the success of an
organization, and advance in their own careers (Mejor, Turner, & Fletcher, 2006).
Despite the highly beneficial nature of proactive personality and behaviors in
most environments, relatively little research has been done to explore possible
mechanisms for increasing these behaviors. Research has, however, shown that attributes
closely related to proactive behavior enactment can be increased. In particular, selfefficacy has been linked to proactive behaviors and has been studied in various settings as
a malleable individual characteristic (Parker, Williams & Turner, 2006). The present
study explores the possibility that increasing self-efficacy will increase proactive
personality and proactive behaviors in the work setting.
Interventions are often designed to increase feelings of efficacy. Bandura (1977)
suggested that the mechanism by which this positive improvement in perceptions of selfefficacy occurs is by the successful completion of challenging tasks and activities that
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may at first seem unmanageable. Outdoor adventure (OA) experiences have been
especially popular as a means for increasing individual’s confidence and self-efficacy and
studies suggest that successful completion of such programs does indeed lead to
increased perceptions of self-efficacy (Wise, 1997; 2002, Bandura, 1977). The present
research thus tests whether successful completion of an OA program can increase a
person’s proactive behavior tendencies, and whether self-efficacy serves as a mechanism
for this change.
Proactive Personality and Behaviors
The term “proactive” refers to having a long-term goal focus, anticipating future
problems involved with these goals, and persisting at overcoming barriers in order to
bring about change (Frese, Kring, Soose, & Zempels, 1996). Proactive behavior is
defined by Crant (2000) as, “taking initiative in improving current circumstances or
creating new roles; it involves challenging the status quo rather than passively adapting to
present conditions” (p. 436). These concepts imply that people enacting proactive
behaviors go beyond assigned tasks, develop their own goals, and adopt long-term
perspectives to prevent problems.
Proactive behavior has been shown to have positive individual and organizational
outcomes. For example, successful job attainment (Brown et al., 2006), individual
innovation (Seibert, Kraimer, & Crant, 2001), entrepreneurial behaviors (Becherer &
Maurer, 1999), job performance (Crant, 2000), stress coping (Parker & Sprigg, 1991),
and leadership behaviors (Bateman & Crant, 2000) have all been linked to proactive
behaviors. Due to its association with a wide variety of other important organizational
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variables, management of proactive behavior has the potential to be a, “high-leverage
concept rather than just another management fad” (Crant, 2000, p. 435).
Given the important associations with proactive work behaviors, much research
has been done to determine the predictors of such behaviors. A person’s natural
disposition may predict engagement in proactive behaviors. Some researchers suggest
that people who engage in proactive behaviors are predisposed to do so because they
have a proactive personality type. In this context, proactive personality is a fundamental
predisposition that is critically important in understanding who will be motivated to
actively engage in proactive behaviors (e.g., Major, Turner, & Fletcher, 2006).
The construct of proactive personality was first introduced by Bateman and Crant
(1993), and identifies dispositional differences in people associated with the extent to
which they take action to influence their environment. Proactive people tend to identify
opportunities and act on them by taking the initiative and persevering until meaningful
change has occurred. In contrast, people who are not proactive tend to fail at identifying
possible opportunities and tend to be passive and reactive in the way that they adapt to
circumstances rather than change them (Crant, 2000). In the present studies, it is
important to consider this individual characteristic and its relationship with proactive
behaviors and self-efficacy
Personality-focused research asserts that people are not always passive recipients
of environmental challenges. Instead, a person is often capable of controlling and
directing their environmental circumstances. Research that supports individual
differences as antecedents of proactive behavior highlights the complex relationship
between a person and his/her environment in determining behaviors and ability to
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succeed. A particularly important individual characteristic relevant to work-related
success, and also arguably associated with proactive personality, is a person’s perceived
self-efficacy.
Self-Efficacy
Perceived self-efficacy reflects a person’s beliefs about his/her capabilities to
produce the level of performance needed to exert influence over events in his/her life. In
other words, self-efficacy beliefs help to determine how people motivate themselves to
behave in any given context (Bandura, 1994). Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive theory
suggests that behavioral change in humans occurs as a result of psychological procedures
that alter the level and strength of perceived self-efficacy. This theory claims that human
activity is dependent on self-efficacy and that the stronger one’s self-efficacy beliefs are,
the more likely that individual is to persist and successfully perform in most situations. In
this context, self-efficacy is a malleable state that can directly regulate human cognition,
motivation, and decision-making (Bandura, 1986).
Parker, Williams, and Turner (2006) found that proactive personality was
significantly associated with proactive work behaviors via role breadth self-efficacy,
which refers to one’s perceived capability of carrying out a range of proactive and
interpersonal activities that go beyond the recommended tasks. Their study identified a
process that might underlie proactive work behaviors. Drawing from the expectancy
theory of motivation (Vroom, 1964), Parker et al. proposed that taking action to be
proactive involves a cognitively motivated decision process. According to this theory, a
person will cognitively evaluate the costs and benefits associated with taking action in a
given situation.
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Interestingly, the predictiveness of the expectancy theory is enhanced by
including the influence of perceived self-efficacy (Bandura, 1994). In this sense, a person
engages in proactive behaviors after positively cognitively evaluating their level of
efficacy on a task. Using self-rating measurements of proactive personality, proactive
behaviors, and role breadth self-efficacy, Parker et al. (2006) found this to be true, in that
proactive personality was positively related to proactive work behavior via its effect on
role breadth self-efficacy
Parker et al. (2006) demonstrated that the behaviors associated with proactive
personality could potentially be malleable via the mediating role of self-efficacy. They
showed support for the idea that engaging in proactive behaviors involves rational
decision making about whether such an action would be successful. The importance of
self-efficacy in the proactive process reinforces the importance of building employees’
perceptions of their own capabilities (Parker et al.). While it has been the previous
practice to select for personality traits during recruitment, it can now be assumed that
changing organizational practices to enhance self-efficacy might also bring about changes
in proactive work behaviors.
Self-Efficacy and Behavior
According to Bandura (1977), people tend to avoid situations in which they do not
believe they can be successful, but become involved and are assertive in activities that
they feel they are capable of successfully performing. In this way, beliefs of personal
efficacy can determine the amount of effort that will be exerted in the presence of
obstacles and can directly influence the activities in which people choose to participate. It
is the persistence in activities that seem personally threatening, which results in
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experiences of mastery and further increases self-efficacy (Bandura). The stronger a
person’s perceived self-efficacy, the more likely that person is to give effort, persist,
succeed, gain corrective experiences that reinforce their sense of efficacy, and eventually
eliminate their self-protective behavior (Bandura).
Following this logic, it has been shown that, as a person’s level of self-efficacy is
increased through mastery experiences in one situation, this efficacy may generalize to
other experiences (Bandura, 1986, 1997). Indeed, Bandura (1977) notes that,
“improvements in behavioral functioning transfer not only to similar situations but to
activities that are substantially different from those on which the treatment was focused”
(p. 195). Because perceived self-efficacy raises feelings of control and likelihood of
success, this individual characteristic may be crucial in promoting proactive behaviors
such as taking initiative at work (Speier & Frese, 1997). Given this, it seems plausible
that work organizations could benefit from trying to increase their employees’ selfefficacy. One method that has repeatedly been used to increase perceived self-efficacy in
individuals is the use of Outdoor Adventure programs (Hattie, Marsh, Neill, & Richards,
1997; Wise, 1997; 2002; & 2007).
Outdoor Adventure
The use of OA programs to enhance learning and training experience has a long
and diverse history. These programs have been used to provide team building for
corporate employees, leadership practice for managerial employers, and even
rehabilitation for psychiatric patients and troubled teens (Wise, 2000). Taking people
away from their usual environment and placing them in an outdoor adventure program
forces them to reevaluate their typical problem-solving techniques.
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Nature is unpredictable and requires a person to actively adapt and respond
appropriately to environmental inconsistencies. This environmental inconsistency forces
people to proactively monitor, plan, and reevaluate their personal capabilities to
accomplish given tasks. Behaving in this way has shown to have positive effects on
dimensions such as leadership, assertiveness, emotional stability, time management, selfconcept, interpersonal communication, and perceived self-efficacy (Hattie, Marsh, Neil,
& Richards, 1997). The ultimate goal of an OA program is for its participants to
progressively apply their new strengths to improve other areas of their lives.
The typical OA program involves features such as wilderness settings, small
groups of people, an assigned leader, assignment of a variety of mentally and physically
challenging tasks, and frequent interactions that involve group problem-solving (Hattie et
al., 1997). Common activities used for these experiences include kayaking, rock
climbing, rappelling, ropes courses, caving, rafting, or backpacking. Although there is
often a trained wilderness leader for these experiences, participants are often made
responsible for planning and making logistical decisions involving equipment
maintenance and general expedition preparation.
Although variable across OA program, the details faced by participants in these
programs serve to increase individual awareness of personal strengths and foster group
cohesiveness. In addition, OA programs can take people away from what might be a
counter-productive cycle of defensive mechanisms, change their perspectives of selfefficacy, and permanently transfer their new outlook to future challenges in other
environments (Wise, 2002).
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According to social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986), human behavior results
from the interaction of three factors: personal, environmental, and behavioral. Personal
factors come from within an individual and include self-efficacy and self-regulation of
biological features. Environmental factors are characteristics that reside outside of an
individual and include other people and outdoor conditions. Behavioral factors are the
behaviors performed by an individual. These three factors exert influence on one another
through a process called reciprocal determinism (Bandura, 1986).
According to the outcome expectancy theory (Bandura, 1986), a person’s belief
that his/her behavior will result in a desired or undesired outcome will determine the
likelihood of engaging in that behavior. For example, a personal factor such as one’s
perceived self-efficacy toward one’s ability to complete a ropes course will determine if
that person attempts to do so. The more efficacious a person is, the more likely he/she is
to attempt such a challenge. Environmental factors also play a role in a person’s decision
to attempts a ropes course. A rainy day might make the course slippery and will probably
decrease the possibility that a person will attempt the challenge. However, if a person
decides to attempt a ropes course and successfully completes it, his/her behavioral
performance may cause a change in personal perception to reflect an increased selfefficacy in his/her ability to complete a ropes course. In many cases, personal and
behavioral factors are the key determinants of action (Wise, 2002).
Interventions that aim to strengthen self-efficacy must improve an individual’s
self-regulating coping mechanisms. Helping a person to participate in and successfully
accomplish a task that he/she initially feels incapable of accomplishing is one way to do
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this, and OA programs have proven to be a successful medium for this process to take
place (Wise, 1997; 2002).
As stated previously, proactive behaviors in the workplace have been shown to be
a strong determinant of individual and organizational success. According to Parker et al.
(2006), these behaviors are malleable through an increase in a person’s self-efficacy.
Understanding the motivational process of increasing self-efficacy will help employers to
better manage and foster proactive behaviors in the workplace. One potential source for
increasing self-efficacy is through the use of OA programs. Through these programs,
employees have the opportunity to gain perceptions of self-efficacy and generalize them
to the workplace. An increased perception of self-efficacy should also mediate the
process of increased proactive work behaviors. Thus, the general hypothesis tested here
in two separate studies was that the positive relationship between successful completion
of an outdoor adventure training (OA) program and future proactive work behaviors is
mediated by a person’s self-efficacy. In keeping with the tenets of social cognitive
theory, successful completion was operationalized as a person’s perceived degree of
mastery experience in their OA experiences.
Study 1
The primary goal of this preliminary study was to gather quantitative and
qualitative data regarding the general hypothesis that completion of an OA is associated
with increased self-efficacy and proactive work behaviors. More specifically, one
objective of this study was to replicate the findings of Parker et al. (2006) regarding the
link between proactive personality and proactive behaviors, using a new measure of
proactive behavior. A second objective was to replicate the work of Parker et al.
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regarding the mediational role of self-efficacy in the relationship between proactive
personality and proactive behaviors. Thus (as summarized in Figure 1),
Hypothesis 1. Proactive personality will (a) be positively associated with
proactive behaviors and this relationship will be (b) mediated by selfefficacy.

Self-Efficacy
Proactive
Behavior

Proactive
Personality

Figure 1. Mediation model

The third objective of this study was to extend previous work in this area by
testing the hypothesis that self-efficacy could be influenced by an individual’s
participation in an OA experience. Thus,
Hypothesis 2. Successful completion of an outdoor adventure program will
(a) be positively associated with future proactive work behaviors and (b)
this relationship will be mediated by self-efficacy.
The data collected were retrospective in nature and asked participants to reflect on
their past experience with an OA program. The questions in the survey were meant to
reflect any changes in their self-efficacy and proactive work behaviors through a mastery
experience with the OA program.
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Method
Participants
Participants of this study included 82 working adults who had participated in an
OA program within the last year. Demographic information, such as sex, age, job title,
adventure training experience, and confidence in their abilities to successfully complete
the training, was gathered. The sample was made up of 41 males and 40 females, with a
mean age of 26.45 years (SD = 8.84). Participants were asked to rate their confidence in
successfully completing the OA before the activity. This was asked using a scale that
denoted 1 as being not at all confident and 7 being completely confident. The mean
confidence before the OA was 4.94 (SD = 1.73).
Procedure
Study 1 was a cross-sectional study that was retrospective in nature. Participants
were employees at companies that had provided an OA opportunity and strongly
encouraged their employees to participate in an OA experience within the past year.
These companies agreed to facilitate access to their employees so that this internet survey
could be distributed via e-mail requests for participation. The survey itself was designed
and hosted through the SurveyMonkey internet survey program. All procedures for Study
1 and Study were approved by the university’s Institutional Review Board (IRB; see
Appendix A).
Measures
For purposes of sample description, demographic information, such as sex, age,
job title, outdoor adventure experience, and confidence in their abilities to successfully
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complete the training, was gathered. Three scales were used to assess critical study
variables. All measures for Study 1 are included in Appendix B.
Proactive personality was measured with the Proactive Personality Scale (Crant,
1993). A review of the research using this scale has established relationships between
proactive personality and many work-related variables. This scale was meant to measure
the proactive personality trait. This was done to use personality as a control. A higher
score on this scale will indicate a higher level of proactive personality. The internal
consistency for this scale in the present study was high ( = .93).
Career self-efficacy was measured with the Career Self-Efficacy Scale (Kossek,
Roberts, Fisher, & Demar, 1998). This variable reflects a person’s perceived self-efficacy
within the workplace and serves as the operationalization of efficacy involved in the
stated hypotheses. The internal consistency for this scale in the present study was
adequate ( =.87).
To measure proactive work behaviors, a scale was adapted from Crant (1993) and
Parker et al. (2006). This adapted scale was constructed by modifying general proactive
behavior statements and personality-trait descriptive statements into specific statements
of generalized proactive work behaviors. The internal consistency for this scale in the
present study was high ( = .93).
Finally, to measure the presence of a mastery experience, a variable was created
to determine “successful completion” of the OA. This was done by calculating the
difference of self-rated confidence in one’s abilities to successfully complete an OA
activity before and after experiencing the OA activity.
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Results
Descriptive statistics for all Study 1 variables are summarized in Table 1. The
proposed hypotheses were tested using correlation and regression techniques. All
hypotheses were tested including basic demographic variables as covariates (e.g., age,
sex, and work status).
Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for All Main Study Variables.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

M
Age
26.51
Sex
0.50
Employment
1.04
Hours per Week
0.44
Confidence Difference
1.12
Proactive Personality mean 5.24
Proactive Behavior mean
5.04
Career Self-Efficacy mean
6.03

SD
8.84
0.50
0.20
0.50
1.61
0.91
1.32
0.82

1.

2.

3.

4.

-.03 **
.31 ** .08
.64 ** -.01
0.5 **
.09
.25 * -.12
-0.03
-.10
.05
.04
-.11
.11
.16
.21
.10
-.08
.04
.07
-.10

5.

6.

7.

.24 *
.03
.10

.64 **
.30 * .12

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01; N ranges from 70 to 82. Sex coded 0 = Male, 1 = Female;
Employment coded 0 = Employed, 1 = Unemployed; Hours per Week coded 0 = Part
Time, 1 = Full Time.
To test the hypothesis that proactive personality is positively related to proactive
behaviors (H1a), a simple regression was performed with proactive behavior scores as the
dependent variable, and proactive personality scores as the independent variable. The
results of this regression showed support for Hypothesis 1a (see Table 2). Specifically,
proactive behaviors were positively associated with proactive personality.
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Table 2. Hierarchical Regression Results for Proactive Behavior Predicted by
Demographic Covariates and the Measure of Proactive Personality.
Proactive Behavior
β
Predictors
Age
Sex
Employment
Hours per Week
Proactive Personality
ΔR2
ΔF
Adjusted R2
F

Step 2

Step 1
0.09
0.15
0.19
-0.04
0.07
1.12
0.01
1.12

0.12
0.12
0.12
0.05
0.65 **
0.41
47.68 **
0.43
11.10 **

Note. ** p < .01; N ranges from 70 to 82. Sex coded 0 = Male, 1 = Female; Employment
coded 0 = Employed, 1 = Unemployed; Hours per Week coded 0 = Part Time, 1 = Full
Time.
To test the hypothesis that the relationship between proactive personality and
proactive behaviors is mediated by self-efficacy (H1b), a causal steps, simple regression
approach to mediation was employed (Baron & Kenny, 1981). This approach was done
by first testing the relationship of the initial predictor variable, proactive personality, and
the outcome of proactive behavior, to establish if there was an effect that may be
mediated. Second, the relationship between proactive personality and the mediator, selfefficacy, was tested to determine if these variables were correlated. Finally, to determine
if self-efficacy influences this relationship, it was entered on the third step and the change
in the coefficient for proactive personality was observed.
These analyses showed a non-significant relationship between proactive
personality scores and self-efficacy scores. In addition, there was a non-significant
relationship between self-efficacy scores and proactive behavior scores. Finally, the
analysis testing the full model linking these three variables showed no evidence that self-
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efficacy scores mediated the relationship of proactive personality scores and proactive
behavior scores. Therefore, Hypothesis 1b was not supported. Full results of these
analyses are summarized in Tables 3a, 3b, and 3c.
Table 3a. Hierarchical Regression Results for Self-Efficacy Predicted by Demographic
Covariates and the Measure of Proactive Personality.

Predictors
Age
Sex
Employment
Hours per Week
Proactive Personality mean
ΔR2
ΔF
Adjusted R2
F

Career Self-Efficacy mean
β
Step 2
Step 1
-0.07
-0.06
0.02
0.01
0.13
0.10
-0.08
-0.04
0.24
0.02
0.05
0.33
3.54
-0.04
0.00
0.33
0.98

Note. N ranges from 70 to 82. Sex coded 0 = Male, 1 = Female; Employment coded 0 =
Employed, 1 = Unemployed; Hours per Week coded 0 = Part Time, 1 = Full Time.
Table 3b. Hierarchical Regression Results for Proactive Behaviors Predicted by
Demographic Covariates and the Measure of Career Self-Efficacy.

Predictors
Age
Sex
Employment
Hours per Week
Career Self-Efficacy mean
ΔR2
ΔF
Adjusted R2
F

Step 1
0.09
0.15
0.19
-0.04
0.07
1.12
0.01
1.12

Proactive Behavior mean
β
Step 2
0.09
0.14
0.17
-0.04
0.11
0.01
0.79
0.00
1.05

Note. N ranges from 70 to 82. Sex coded 0 = Male, 1 = Female; Employment coded 0 =
Employed, 1 = Unemployed; Hours per Week coded 0 = Part Time, 1 = Full Time.
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Table 3c. Hierarchical Regression Results for Proactive Behaviors Predicted by
Demographic Covariates and the Measure of Proactive Personality and Career SelfEfficacy.

Predictors
Age
Sex
Employment
Hours per Week
Proactive Personality mean
Career Self-Efficacy
ΔR2
ΔF
Adjusted R2
F

Proactive Behavior
β
Step 2
0.18
0.12
0.11
0.05
0.65 **

Step 1
0.09
0.15
0.19
-0.04

0.07
1.12
0.01
1.12

0.41
47.68 **
0.43
11.10 **

Step 3
0.11
0.12
0.11
0.05
0.66 **
-0.04
0.00
0.20 **
0.43
9.16 **

Note. ** p < .01; N ranges from 70 to 82. Sex coded 0 = Male, 1 = Female; Employment
coded 0 = Employed, 1 = Unemployed; Hours per Week coded 0 = Part Time, 1 = Full
Time.
To test the hypothesis that the successful completion of an outdoor adventure
program would be positively associated with future proactive work behaviors
(Hypothesis 2a), a simple regression was performed. In the simple regression, confidence
difference scores were used as the dependent variable and proactive behavior scores were
used as the independent variable. The results of this regression showed a non-significant
relationship between these two variables. Therefore, Hypothesis 2a was not supported.
Full results of this analysis are summarized in Table 4.
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Table 4. Hierarchical Regression Results for Career Self-Efficacy Predicted by
Demographic Covariates and the Measure of Confidence Difference.

Predictors
Age
Sex
Employment
Hours per Week
Confidence Difference
ΔR2
ΔF
2
Adjusted R
F

Step 1
-0.07
0.02
0.13
-0.07
0.02
0.34
-0.04
0.34

Career Self-Efficacy
β
Step 2
-0.09
0.00
0.15
-0.07
0.09
0.01
0.45
-0.05
0.36

Note. N ranges from 70 to 82. Sex coded 0 = Male, 1 = Female; Employment coded 0 =
Employed, 1 = Unemployed; Hours per Week coded 0 = Part Time, 1 = Full Time.
Finally, to test the hypothesis that self-efficacy mediates the relationship between
OA completion and future proactive behaviors (Hypothesis 2b), a series of simple
regressions was conducted. As with the tests of H1b, results of these analyses did not
support this hypothesis. Full results of this analysis are summarized in Tables 5a, 5b, and
5c.
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Table 5a. Hierarchical Regression Results for Proactive Behavior Predicted by
Demographic Covariates and the Measure of Confidence Difference.

Predictors
Age
Sex
Employment
Hours per Week
Confidence Difference
ΔR2
ΔF
Adjusted R2
F

Step 1
0.09
0.15
0.19
-0.04
0.07
1.12
0.01
1.12

Proactive Behavior mean
β
Step 2
0.08
0.14
0.19
-0.04
0.01
0.00
0.00
-0.01
0.88

Note. N ranges from 70 to 82. Sex coded 0 = Male, 1 = Female; Employment coded 0 =
Employed, 1 = Unemployed; Hours per Week coded 0 = Part Time, 1 = Full Time;
Confidence Difference was obtained by taking the difference of average OA confidence
scores before and after the OA.

Table 5b. Hierarchical Regression Results for Proactive Behavior Predicted by
Demographic Covariates and the Measure of Career Self-Efficacy.

Predictors
Age
Sex
Employment
Hours per Week
Career Self-Efficacy mean
ΔR2
ΔF
Adjusted R2
F

Step 1
0.09
0.15
0.19
-0.04
0.01
1.12
0.01
1.12

Proactive Behavior mean
β
Step 2
0.09
0.14
0.17
-0.04
0.11
0.01
0.79
0.00
1.05

Note. N ranges from 70 to 82. Sex coded 0 = Male, 1 = Female; Employment coded 0 =
Employed, 1 = Unemployed; Hours per Week coded 0 = Part Time, 1 = Full Time.
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Table 5c. Hierarchical Regression Results for Proactive Behavior Predicted by
Demographic Covariates and the Measure of Confidence Difference and Career SelfEfficacy.

Predictors
Age
Sex
Employment
Hours per Week
Confidence Difference
Career Self-Efficacy
ΔR2
ΔF
Adjusted R2
F

Step 1
0.09
0.15
0.19
-0.04

Proactie Behavior
β
Step 2
0.08
0.14
0.19
-0.04
0.01

0.07
1.12
0.01
1.12

0.00
0.00
-0.01
0.88

Step 3
0.09
0.14
0.17
-0.04
0.00
0.11
0.01
0.77
-0.01
0.88

Note. N ranges from 70 to 82. Sex coded 0 = Male, 1 = Female; Employment coded 0 =
Employed, 1 = Unemployed; Hours per Week coded 0 = Part Time, 1 = Full Time;
Confidence Difference was obtained by taking the difference of average OA confidence
scores before and after the OA.
Study 1 Discussion
This first study provides confirming support to the research done by Parker et al.
(2006), which demonstrated that proactive personality and proactive behaviors are
related. From this, it can be assumed that a person who scores highly on a proactive
personality scale may also be more likely to be a person who engages in more frequent
proactive behaviors. One implication of this relationship is that the ability to predict
proactive behaviors in the workplace may be enhanced by knowledge of an individual’s
proactive personality. Although this first study in the present research was not designed
to test a causal relationship between these two variables, it is conceivable that additional
research may support the use of pre-employment screenings with a proactive personality
instrument when the desire is to predict proactive work behaviors.
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However, the results of this study did not support previous research by Parker et
al. (2006) claiming that proactive personality and proactive behaviors are related via selfefficacy. Certainly the absence of this replication could be due to limitations of the
present study. In particular, the retrospective nature and small sample size (N = 82) could
have been factors in reducing the statistical power of our analyses. It is also possible,
however, that the mediation by self-efficacy may not be a generalizable finding across all
situations or different types of self-efficacy. For example, Parker et al. studied rolebreadth self-efficacy, while this study used career self-efficacy. In either case, there is
clearly a need for further research on these relationships, given the potential for positive
impact within work settings.
The results of the present study also showed that from a retrospective view,
successfully completing an OA program is not related to future proactive work behaviors
via self-efficacy. Although this evidence is preliminary, it does suggest that OA programs
may not be the most efficient option if the goal is to foster proactive work behaviors
among employees. However, the fact that self-efficacy was not related to the successful
completion of an OA program contradicts previous studies (Hattie, Marsh, Neill, &
Richards, 1997, Wise, 1997, 2002, & 2007), may give further evidence that the present
study design was flawed. Again, the retrospective nature of this study along with the
small sample size could contribute to the insignificant results.
Study 2
The primary goal of this second study was to test the hypothesis that participation
in an OA program could improve a person’s self-efficacy and that such a change in
efficacy could positively affect proactive behaviors in the workplace. Because Study 1
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was retrospective and cross-sectional, a causal relationship among variables could not be
determined. Therefore, Study 2 was designed as a repeated measures approach to
facilitate our ability to draw causal inferences regarding the hypothesized relationships
among study variables.
Method
Participants
The participants in this study were 17 students involved in the UTC Outdoors
program. Demographic information, such as sex, age, job status and title, adventure
training experience, and confidence in their abilities to successfully complete the training,
was gathered. The sample was made up of eight males and nine females, with a mean age
of 19.81 years (SD = 1.37). This study serves as the foundation for future research and
can thus be seen as a pilot study to guide future research in this area.
Measures and Procedure
This study used a within-groups, interrupted time-series design (see Figure 2),
with participants serving as their own controls. The same scales were used to measure
proactive personality, career self-efficacy, and proactive behaviors as in Study 1, but
repeated at four time points and with small tweaks to the wording of a couple scales. For
example, intended proactive behaviors where measured by asking participants to rate
themselves on proactive behaviors in the weeks following their OA. Future confidence
an OA program was measured the same way. These measures were added to account for
any data that might not be gathered due to drop out rates after the OA (see Appendix C).
One week prior to participating in an OA activity, all participants provided selfratings on all scales after indicating their consent to participate. Just prior to beginning
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their OA retreat, participants responded to all scales again. The comparison of these two
administrations serves as a baseline/control group. During the first pre-OA measurement,
participants also responded to a self-rated scale of expected mastery. They were asked to
assess their confidence in their abilities to successfully complete the program.
After completing the retreat, participants again responded to all measures before
leaving the program facility/site. Also immediately following the OA experience,
participants responded to a self-rated scale of mastery experience. They were asked to
assess their performance in the adventure training and their confidence in their abilities to
do a similar activity in the future. This was compared to their self-assessments made prior
to the training to show if an improvement in mastery occurred. In essence this measure
serves as a manipulation check on the impact of the OA experience.
Finally, to account for any sort of “euphoria effect,” all participants were asked to
respond one final time to all scales one week following the completion of the program.

1Week Prior

Confidence
CSE
PWB
PP

Before
Confidence
CSE
PWB
Intended PWB
PP

After

Outdoor
Adventure

-----Baseline-----

Confidence
Fut. Confidence
CSE
Intended PWB
PP

1 Week After
Fut. Confidence
CSE
PWB
Intended PWB
PP

-----Post-Intervention-----

Figure 2. Interrupted time-series design
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Results
The proposed hypotheses were tested by a series of paired t-tests. All hypotheses
were tested including basic demographic variables as covariates (e.g., age, sex, and work
status). Because of the small sample size in this study, it was not possible to fully test the
mediational relationship described in Hypothesis 2. Instead, the decision was made to
compare pre- and post-OA experience levels of proactivity and efficacy as a preliminary
test of the hypothesized relationships and impact of OA experiences. Paired samples ttests compared the average scores of both pre-intervention evaluations with the average
scores of both post-intervention evaluations.
The results of this analysis showed that there was a non-significant difference in
scores for confidence before (M = 5.54, SD = 1.40) and after (M = 6.18, SD = 1.74) the
OA program; t(16) = 1.50, p = .109. There was a significant difference in scores for
career self-efficacy before (M = 5.95, SD = 0.78) and after (M = 5.82, SD = 4.93) the OA;
t(16) = -0.89, p = .001. There was also a significant difference in proactive behavior
scores before (M = 4.60, SD = 1.17) and after (M = 4.93, SD = 1.11) OA program; t(16) =
2.30, p = .001. Finally, the analysis showed a significant difference in proactive
personality scores before (M = 5.37, SD = 1.07) and after (M = 5.68, SD = 0.93) after the
OA; t(16) = 2.40, = .001.
Study 2 Discussion
Study 2 was done under the theory that participation in an OA program could
improve a person’s self-efficacy and that such a change in self-efficacy could positively
affect a person’s proactive behaviors at work. Full results of Study 2 are shown in Figures
3 through 6.
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The results of Study 2 show partial preliminary support for the hypothesized
effect of OA experience on proactivity and self-efficacy. A change in proactive
personality and proactive behavior scores following an OA program suggests that such
programs are capable of producing positive changes in individual characteristics and
behaviors. This fact implies that employers could possibly benefit from using OA
programs if an increase in proactive behaviors is what they desire from their employees.
The small sample size in this study (N = 17) greatly limited the analytical options
and make it impossible to assert with confidence that OA experience plays a causal
change role. However, this study does provide an example of a possible methodological
approach for further research along these lines in the future. Such research could possibly
find a casual relationship with a larger sample size.
Study 2 did not show support for the mediating relationship of self-efficacy on
proactive behaviors. Although this was not tested in a standard fashion, the results
suggest that self-efficacy did not increase following an OA program, thereby suggesting
that the change in proactive behaviors was not due to an increase in self-efficacy. Again,
the small sample size used in this study could account for the lack of power needed to
detect a change in self-efficacy. Future research could possibly show a mediating
relationship with a larger sample.
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Figure 3. Paired Samples t-Test Results for Confidence Scores Before and After
Participating in an Outdoor Adventure.
Mean Change in Confidence Scores
7
6.18
Confidence Scores

6

5.54

5
4
3
2
1
Pre

Post
Time Point

Note. N = 17. Scales range from 1 – 7. A high score identifies a greater presence of
Confidence. The error bars represent one standard deviation of measurement uncertainty.
Figure 4. Paired Samples t-Test Results for Career Self-Efficacy Scores Before and After
Participating in an Outdoor Adventure.
Mean Change in Career Self-Efficacy

Career Self-Efficacy Scores

7
6

5.95

5.82

5
4
3
2
1
Pre

Post
Time Point

Note. N = 17. Scales range from 1 – 7. A high score identifies a greater presence of
Career Self-Efficacy. The error bars represent one standard deviation of measurement
uncertainty.
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Figure 5. Paired Samples t-Test Results for Proactive Behavior Scores Before and After
Participating in an Outdoor Adventure.
Mean Change in Proactive Behavior
Scores

Proactive Behavior Scores

7
6
5

4.93

4.6

4
3
2
1
Pre

Post
Time Point

Note. N = 17. Scales range from 1 – 7. A high score identifies a greater presence of
Proactive Behavior. The error bars represent one standard deviation of measurement
uncertainty.

Figure 6. Paired Samples t-Test Results for Proactive Personality Scores Before and
After Participating in an Outdoor Adventure.
Mean Change in Proactive
Personality Scores

Proactive Personlaity Scores

7
6

5.68

5.37

5
4
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Note. N = 17. Scales range from 1 – 7. A high score identifies a greater presence of
Proactive Personality. The error bars represent one standard deviation of measurement
uncertainty.
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General Discussion
The results of Study 1 and 2 provide some initial support for the hypothesis that
proactive behaviors are associated with proactive personality and self-efficacy. The
results of these two small studies also highlight the need for more research in this area.
Study 1 showed support for previous research that proactive personality and proactive
behavior are indeed connected. However, the mediating effects of self-efficacy on these
variables could not be detected. Also, this study did not show that completing an OA
program would have an effect on proactive work behaviors. However, these results could
be due to the inability to detect a change because of the small sample size of this study.
The results of Study 2 showed that some of the non-significant results that were
found in Study 1 could be due to its retrospective nature. Although the sample size was
very small for this study, changes could be tracked over time. In contrast to Study 1,
therefore, in which no support was found for an increase in proactive work behaviors or
proactive personality following an OA, in Study 2 a significant change in these variables
was observed. The repeated time series approach of Study 2 made it possible to draw
preliminary causal inferences regarding the hypothesized relationships among variables.
Future research can build on this approach, but work to improve sampling to ensure a
larger and more representative sample.
Many lessons were learned during the course of this study regarding the
identification and accessing of participants for this type of research. Future researchers
should be advised that the seasonal nature of OA programs could hinder the ability to
collect an adequate amount of data. Many OA programs only take place in warmer
months and data collection may be most efficient during this time period. Also, the
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coordinators of these programs play a very large roll in the collection of data at various
time points. It is critically important to secure full support for the logistical aspects of the
research from OA program coordinators ahead of time. A pre-agreement dry run with
each coordinator is advised to ensure that his/her participation in the research is feasible.
Finally, future researchers should be willing to participate in each OA program to ensure
that all data is collected properly and all surveys are completed.
Conclusion
Together, the results and limitations of these two preliminary studies support the
need for future research in this area. The theoretical rationale for the linkages between
proactive personality, proactive behaviors, and self-efficacy is intuitively logical, but the
present results did not clearly support all hypothesized relationships. Despite this, these
studies can serve as foundations for future researchers who take an applied psychology
approach to studying and improving worker proactivity with the help of OA programs.
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